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DETAILED ACTION 
Claim Rejections Overcome by Amendment 

1. The rejection of claims 3-6, 9, and 11-22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 2003-1 83453A (herein referred to as Toyoda) has been overcome 
by applicant's arguments. The reference does not teach a clear coat. 

2. The rejection of claims 6, 3, 4, 9, 13, 16-20 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over JP 55-039329A (herein referred to as Asahi) in view of JP 
59174850A (Ricoh) has been overcome by applicant's amendment. 

3. The rejection of claims 6, 3, 4, 9, 13, 16-20 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over JP51-04330A (herein referred to as Sumitomo) in view of JP 
59174850A (Ricoh) has been overcome by amendment. 

4. The rejection of claims 6, 3, 4, 9, 13, 16-20, and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over JP 55-040835(herein referred to as Asahi) in view of JP 
59174850A (Ricoh) has been overcome by amendment. 

5. The rejection of claims 5, 11, and 1 2 under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 55-039329A (herein referred to as Asahi), JP 55-040835(herein 
referred to as Asahi'835), or JP51-04330A (herein referred to as Sumitomo) in view of 
JP 59174850A (Ricoh), as applied to claims above, and further in view of Kato et al (US 
5,995,785) has been overcome by amendment. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 
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(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 3-6, 9, 11-14, 16-20 and 22 under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are rejected as being 
unpatentable over JP 55-039329A (herein referred to as Asahi) in view of JP 
59174850A (Ricoh) and JP-10298295A (Mitsui). 

Asahi teaches an ethylenic copolymer composed of ethylene and alpha-beta 
ethylenically unsaturated carboxylic acid wherein at least 10% of the acid is neutralized 
with a metal and/or ammonium ions. The copolymer comprise 90-97wt% ethylene, and 
3-10mol% of unsaturated carboxylic acid and esters thereof (abstract). Said esters are 
understood to read on the claimed constituent c of claim 3. Said coating exhibits 
blocking resistance (herein understood to be synonymous with "slipping 
properties"). The "at least 10%" neutralization is understood to read on the claimed 
limitations of claim 4. 

Asahi does not teach the claimed coating weight. However, Ricoh teaches an 

■ 

anti-blocking metal ionized ethylene acrylic acid copolymer (abstract). Said coating is 
applied to a paper substrate in amounts of 0.2-0.7g/sq. m. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
anti-blocking ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid composition taught in Asahi to the 
paper taught therein in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. The motivation for doing so would 
have been that Ricoh teaches such amounts are sufficient to achieve anti-blocking 
affects with ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid coatings. 
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Asahi also does not teach the ionized ethylene acrylic acid polymer should have 
the claimed molecular weight. However, Mitsui teaches an ionized ethylene acrylic acid 
copolymer and teaches the melt flow (herein understood to be indicative of molecular 
weight) should be optimized in order to optimize the processability of the composition 
(0010). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to optimize the molecular weight of the polymer taught in Asahi 
in order to optimize its water processability. 

With regards to claim 14, Asahi does not teach the desired pH of the 
composition. However, Mitsui teaches the pH should be greater than 7 to control the 
gelling of the composition (0012). Thus, it would have been obvious to the skilled 
artisan to make the polymer taught in Asahi in a solution having a pH greater than 7 in 
order to control the gelling of the composition. 

With regards to claims 5, 1 1 , and 12 Asahi also does not teach the claimed 
particle size of the ionized copolymer. However, Mitsui teaches the particle size should 
be between 1-20,000nm in order to reduce cracking of the resulting film (0013). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize ionized particles with a particle 
size between 1-20,000nm in order to control the crack resistance of the resulting film. 

With regards to claim 22, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to apply said coating to both sides of the 
paper substrate in order to obtain anti-blocking properties on both surfaces. 



Application/Control Number: 10/509,226 Page 5 

Art Unit: 1773 

8. Claims 3-6, 9, 11-14, 16-20 and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
unpatentable over JP51-04330A (herein referred to as Sumitomo) in view of JP 
59174850A (Ricoh) and JP 10298295A (Mitsui). 

Sumitomo teaches an ethylenic copolymer composed of ethylene and alpha-beta 
ethylenically unsaturated carboxylic acid wherein 20-100mol% of the acid is neutralized 
with amine and/or ammonium ions. The copolymer comprise 70-95wt% ethylene, and 5- 
30mol% of unsaturated carboxylic acid (abstract). Said neutralized acids are understood 
to read on the claimed constituent c of claim 3. Said coating exhibits blocking resistance 
(herein understood to be synonymous with "slipping properties"). The neutralization is 
understood to read on the claimed limitations of claim 4. 

Sumitomo does not teach the claimed coating weight. However, Ricoh teaches 
an anti-blocking metal ionized ethylene acrylic acid copolymer (abstract). Said coating 
is applied to a paper substrate in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
antiblocking ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid composition taught in Sumitomo to 
the paper taught therein in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. The motivation for doing so 
would have been that Ricoh teaches such amounts are sufficient to achieve anti- 
blocking affects with ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid coatings. 

Sumitomo also does not teach the ionized ethylene acrylic acid polymer should 
have the claimed molecular weight. However, Mitsui teaches an ionized ethylene 
acrylic acid copolymer and teaches the melt flow (herein understood to be indicative of 
molecular weight) should be optimized in order to optimize the processability of the 
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composition (0010). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
at the time the invention was made to optimize the molecular weight of the polymer 
taught in Sumitomo in order to optimize its water processability. 

With regards to claim 14, Sumitomo does not teach the desired pH of the 
composition. However, Mitsui teaches the pH should be greater than 7 to control the 
gelling of the composition (0012). Thus, it would have been obvious to the skilled 
artisan to make the polymer taught in Sumitomo in a solution having a pH greater than 7 
in order to control the gelling of the composition. 

With regards to claims 5, 11, and 12, Sumitomo also does not teach the claimed 
particle size of the ionized copolymer. However, Mitsui teaches the particle size should 
be between 1-20,000nm in order to reduce cracking of the resulting film (0013). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize ionized particles with a particle 
size between 1-20,000nm in order to control the crack resistance of the resulting film. 

With regards to claim 22, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to apply said coating to both sides of the 
paper substrate in order to obtain anti-blocking properties on both surfaces. 
9. Claims 3-6, 9, 11-14, 16-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP 55-040835(herein referred to as Asahi) in view of JP 59174850A 
(Ricoh) and JP-1 0298295A (Mitsui). 

Asahi teaches paper coated with a lubricant comprising an ethylenic copolymer 
composed of ethylene and alpha-beta ethylenically unsaturated carboxylic acid wherein 
at least 10% of the acid is neutralized with a metal and/or ammonium ions. The 
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copolymer comprise 90-97wt% ethylene, and 3-10mol% of unsaturated carboxylic acid 
and esters thereof (abstract). Said esters are understood to read on the claimed 
constituent c of claim 3. Said coating exhibits blocking resistance (herein understood to 
be synonymous with "slipping properties"). The "at least 10%" neutralization is 
understood to read on the claimed limitations of claim 4. 

Asahi does not teach the claimed coating weight. However, Ricoh teaches an 
anti-blocking metal ionized ethylene acrylic acid copolymer (abstract). Said coating is 
applied to a paper substrate in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
antiblocking ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid composition taught in Asahi to the 
paper taught therein in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. The motivation for doing so would 
have been that Ricoh teaches such amounts are sufficient to achieve anti-blocking 
affects with ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid coatings. 

Asahi also does not teach the ionized ethylene acrylic acid polymer should have 
the claimed molecular weight. However, Mitsui teaches an ionized ethylene acrylic acid 
copolymer and teaches the melt flow (herein understood to be indicative of molecular 
weight) should be optimized in order to optimize the processability of the composition 
(001 0). Thus, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time 
the invention was made to optimize the molecular weight of the polymer taught in Asahi 
in order to optimize its water processability. 

With regards to claim 14, Asahi does not teach the desired pH of the 
composition. However, Mitsui teaches the pH should be greater than 7 to control the 
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gelling of the composition (0012). Thus, it would have been obvious to the skilled 
artisan to make the polymer taught in Asahi in a solution having a pH greater than 7 in 
order to control the gelling of the composition. 

With regards to claims 5, 1 1 , and 12 Asahi also does not teach the claimed 
particle size of the ionized copolymer. However, Mitsui teaches the particle size should 
be between 1-20,000nm in order to reduce cracking of the resulting film (0013). Thus, it 
would have been obvious to the skilled artisan to utilize ionized particles with a particle 
size between 1-20,000nm in order to control the crack resistance of the resulting film. 

With regards to claim 22, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to apply said coating to both sides of the 
paper substrate in order to obtain anti-blocking properties on both surfaces. 
10. Claims 3-6, 9, 11-14, 16-20, and 22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over JP10298295A (Mitsui) in view of JP 59174850A (Ricoh). 

Mitsui teaches an ionize ethylene methacrylic acid copolymer composition having 
a pH of greater than 7 (0012), a particle size of 1nm-200um (0012), and an acrylic acid 
content of 10-30% (0070), a neutralization of 90% see examples, a melt index of 50- 
1 ,000g/10min (herein understood to be sufficiently specific to anticipate the claimed 
molecular weight range of claim 6), and an optional content of 1-20wt% of other 
monomers such as acrylates (0008). The resulting coating is applied to a paper 
substrate, is transparent, and does not block (0019). 

Mitsui does not teach the claimed coating weight. However, Ricoh teaches an 
anti-blocking metal ionized ethylene acrylic acid copolymer (abstract). Said coating is 
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applied to a paper substrate in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. Thus, it would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to apply the 
anti-blocking ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid composition taught in Mitsui to the 
paper taught therein in amounts of 0.2-0. 7g/sq. m. The motivation for doing so would 
have been that Ricoh teaches such amounts are sufficient to achieve anti-blocking 
affects with ethylene unsaturated carboxylic acid coatings. 

♦ 

With regards to claim 22, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time the invention was made to apply said coating to both sides of the 
paper substrate in order to obtain anti-blocking properties on both surfaces. 
1 1 . Claim 21 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over any of 
the above rejections and further in view of Toyoda (JP 2003-1 83453A). 

• The above rejections are relied upon as above and all teach the use of ionized 
ethylene acrylic acid copolymers. None of the references teach that the copolymers 
may further comprise vinyl sulfonates. However, Toyoda teaches sulfonated part of 
such ionized copolymers (herein understood to be synonymous with polymerizing with 
vinyl sulfonate) improves the water resistance and weatherability of the polymer (0013). 
Thus, it would have been obvious to sulfonate the polymers taught above in order to 
improve their water resistance and weatherability. 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed January 3, 2007 have been fully considered but are 
moot in view of a new grounds of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Kevin R. Kruer whose telephone number is 571-272- 
1510. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Carol Chaney can be reached on 571-272-1284. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 

y^£ r— 

Kevin R. Kruer 

Patent Examiner-Art Unit 1773 



